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REMARKS 

The applicants respectfully requests reconsideration of the above referenced 
patent application in view of the amendments and remarks set forth herein, and 
respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw all rejections. Claims 1, 4, 13, 16, 25, 28 
and 41 have been amended. No claims have been canceled. No claims have been added. 
Thus, claims 1-4, 7-8, 13-16, 19-20 and 41-44 are pending. 



The Office Action rejects claims 1-4, 7, 8, 13-16, 19-20, 25-28 and 41-44 under 
35 U.S.C. §1 12, ^2 as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim that which Applicants regard as the invention. More particularly, the Office Action 
contends that the limitation "specified maximum power level" is not supported in the 
specification. Applicants traverse the above rejection for at least the following reasons. 

The claims are amended herein to replace the limitation "specified maximum 
power level" with the limitation "particular power level." In a telephone conversation of 
January 8, 2007, Examiner agreed that the limitation "particular power level" is sufficient 
to overcome the above rejection. Applicants further note that the Office Action, in the 
section entitled Allowable Subject Matter, states that claim 41 would be allowable if 
rewritten to overcome the above 35 U.S.C. §112, ^[2 rejection. Applicants submit that 
each of the claims as currently amended particularly points out and distinctly claims that 
which Applicants regard as the invention. For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants 
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request that the 35 U.S.C. §112, \2 rejection of claims 1-4, 7, 8, 13-16, 19-20, 25-28 and 
41-44 be withdrawn. 



35 U.S.C. 3103(a) Rejection over Pulvirenti 

The Office Action rejects claims 1-4 and 7-8 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pulvirenti, U.S. Patent No. 6,366,154 (Pulvirenti). Pulvirenti is 
alleged to disclose, inter alia, a voltage control circuit comprising a bandgap device to 
produce a reference voltage based on a specified maximum power level. One of the 
requirements to establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) is 
that the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the 
limitations of the rejected claim. See M.P.E.P. §2143. For at least the following reasons, 
Applicants traverse the above rejection. 

The rejected claims 1-4 and 7-8 include currently amended independent claim 1, 
which recites the following (emphasis added): 

"A voltage control circuit comprising: a bandgap device to produce a 
reference voltage based on a particular power level; . . . and a decision device to 
receive the reference voltage from the bandgap device and to receive the voltage 
signal from the power source, the decision device to determine whether the 
voltage signal received from the power source corresponds to the particular 
power levei 
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The bandgap device produces a reference voltage based on a particular power 
level In a previous response to the Advisory Action dated July 1 8, 2006, Applicants 
argued that the Pulvirenti reference fails to disclose or suggest decisions being made 
based on a specified maximum power level. Similarly, the Pulvirenti reference fails to 
disclose or suggest decisions being made based on the particular power level of currently 
amended claim 1 . 

The system disclosed in Pulvirenti iteratively updates its bandgap reference and is 
therefore making decisions and comparisons based on a variable reference rather than a 
particular power level. See Column 4, lines 63-65 ("The clock signal is thus generated by 
reiterate crossings of the threshold of the first comparator COMPL"). See also, Column 
4, lines 51-54; Column 5, lines 21-25; Figure 2. As Applicants understand the reference, 
Pulvirenti fails to disclose a decision device making a decision based on a particular 
power level produced by a bandgap device. Therefore, the reference fails to disclose or 
suggest at least one element of the claimed invention, and so fails to anticipate the 
invention as recited in claim 1 . 

The current Office Action provides no response to the previously-presented 
argument that the Pulvirenti reference fails to disclose or suggest decisions being made 
based on a specified maximum power level. In the section entitled Response to 
Arguments, the Office Action considers the previously-presented argument moot in view 
of the new grounds(s) of rejection, despite the failure of said new grounds of rejection to 
address the question of how Pulvirenti teaches or suggests decisions being made based on 
a specified maximum power level. Applicants submit that the Pulvirenti reference also 
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fails to disclose or suggest decisions being made based on a particular power level, and 
therefore fails to anticipate claim 1. In depending directly or indirectly from claim 1, 
each of rejected dependent claims 2-4 and 7-8 incorporate at least one limitation which is 
not taught or suggested by Pulvirenti. For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants 
request that the 35 U.S.C. §103(a) rejection of claims 1-4 and 7-8 based on Pulvirenti be 
withdrawn. Furthermore, in light of the failure to respond to the previously-presented 
argument, Applicants respectfully request that any subsequent rejection of claims based 
on the Pulvirenti reference be included in a non-final Office Action. 

35 U.S.C. §103(a) Rejection over Pulvirenti and Hoist 

The Office Action rejects claims 13-16, 19-20 and 25-28 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Pulvirenti in view of Hoist et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,127,880 
(Hoist). Pulvirenti is alleged to disclose the voltage control circuit discussed above, 
while Hoist is further alleged to disclose a clock distribution network. For at least the 
following reasons, Applicants traverse this rejection. 

Rejected claims 13-16, 19-20 and 25-28 include independent claims 13 and 25. 
Currently Amended claim 13 recites the following (emphasis added): 

"An apparatus comprising: ... a bandgap device to produce a reference 
voltage based on a particular power level; and a decision device to receive the 
reference voltage from the bandgap device and to receive a voltage signal from a 
power source external to the apparatus, the decision device to determine whether 
the voltage signal received from the power source corresponds to the particular 
power level" 
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Currently amended independent claim 25 recites a limitation "to determine whether the 
signal received from the power source corresponds to the particular power lever 
(emphasis added). As previously described in reference to the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
rejection of claims 1-4 and 7-8, Pulvirenti fails to teach or suggest decisions being made 
based on a particular power level The Office Action does not provide a further basis to 
support the contention that Pulvirenti teaches or suggests this limitation. Nor does the 
Office Action offer Hoist as teaching or suggesting this limitation. Applicants 
respectfully submit that no combination of Pulvirenti and Hoist teaches or suggests either 
decisions or determinations being made based on a particular power level, as variously' 
set forth in the currently amended claims 13 and 25. 

Accordingly the references fail to anticipate either of independent claims 13 and 
25. In depending directly or indirectly from one of claims 13 and 25, each of rejected 
dependent claims 14-16, 19-20 and 26-28 incorporate at least one limitation which is not 
taught or suggested by Pulvirenti and Hoist. For at least the foregoing reasons, 
Applicants request that the 35 U.S.C. §103(a) rejection of claims 13-16, 19-20 and 25-28 
based on Pulvirenti and Hoist be withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicants submit that the objections and 
rejections have been overcome. Therefore, claims 1-4, 7-8, 13-16, 19-20 and 41-44 are 
in condition for allowance and such action is earnestly solicited. The Examiner is 
respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by telephone if such contact would 
further the examination of the present application. Please charge any shortages and credit 
any overcharges to our Deposit Account No. 02-2666. 




Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No. 58,309 



12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(503)439-8778 
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